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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This communication is responsive to Amendment A, filed 02/01/2005. 

Claims 36-53 are pending in this application. Claims 36, 45, 52, and 53 are 
independent claims. In the Amendment A, Claims 36-53 were added and all the other 
claims were canceled. This action is made Final. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claims 52 and 53 are directed to an invention that is 
independent or distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 
Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 36-51 are drawn to monitoring user events and customization 
based on user events, classified in class 715, subclass 745. 

II. Claim 52 is drawn to generating reports and statistics, classified in class 
715, subclass 440. 

III. Claim 53 is drawn to replicating the operation of the host application, 
classified in class 715, subclass 704. 

Inventions I, II, and III are related as subcombinations disclosed as usable 
together in a single combination. The subcombinations are distinct from each other if 
they are shown to be separately usable. In the instant case, invention II has separate 
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utility such as creating reports based on a statistic and invention III has separate utility 
such as creating a macro for a user. See MPEP § 806.05(d). 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction 
for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art because of their recognized divergent subject 
matter, restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 52 and 53 are withdrawn from 
consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and 
MPEP § 821.03. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 44 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
The claim depends on claim 35, which is nonexistent. The Examiner will assume 
the Applicant meant it to depend on claim 36. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the priorart. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 36-40 and 42-44 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hollander (US 6697088) in view of Lanier et al. (US RE37.431). 

In regards to claim 36, Hollander teaches a method of monitoring data events 
occurring in a computer host application, the method comprising the steps of: storing in 
a database a host application model, the model including a GuiFramework that models 
the host application interface controls that reflect the different states of the host 
application (Figure 1, Elements 28); extracting the GuiFramework from the database 
and expanding the GuiFramework into an interlinked, indexed network structure in 
memory (i.e. "providing a visual presentation for a computer application, comprising the 
steps of: storing a plurality of character-based presentation definitions and a plurality of 
graphic-based presentation definitions in at least one data memory" (Column 13, Line 
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20). Hollander does not tech intercepting, during execution of the host application, 
one or more operating system messages to obtain a plurality of information relating to 
a plurality of data events; organizing the intercepted data events in the session 
structure; and analyzing the data events to make automated inference of a user's 
interaction with the host application. Lanier teaches, "help system 300 of the preferred 
embodiment comprises a monitoring device 320 for collecting data generated in 
response to user-directed events and system states 310, a knowledge base 330 for 
storing data 33! along with a help information database 335 used to determine the best 
help to give, an inference engine 340 for interpreting data 331 and help information 
database 335 in knowledge base 330, and a display engine 350 for presenting 
appropriate help information 360 on display device 105. Data 331 comprises an 
historical queue 332 and a state data 333, while help information database 335 
comprises a plurality of rules 334 and text 336."(Column 3, Line 1 ). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Hollander 
with the teachings of Lanier with the motivation to provide the user a more effective 
help system (Lanier, Column 1, Line 55). 

In regards to claim 37, Hollander and Lanier do not specifically teach caching 
portions of a GU Framework. However, Official Notice is given that it is well known in 
the art to cache information for faster retrieval. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Hollander and Lanier to 
include a caching system with the motivation to provide the user with faster computer 
operation. 
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In regards to claim 38, Hollander and Lanier teaches a method wherein the data 
events include data events pertaining to session control information "help system 300 of 
the preferred embodiment comprises a monitoring device 320 for collecting data 
generated in response to user-directed events and system states 310, a knowledge 
base 330 for storing data 33! along with a help information database 335 used to 

i 

determine the best help to give, an inference engine 340 for interpreting data 331 and 
help information database 335 in knowledge base 330, and a display engine 350 for 
presenting appropriate help information 360 on display device 105. Data 331 comprises 
an historical queue 332 and a state data 333, while help information database 335 
comprises a plurality of rules 334 and text 336."(Lanier, Column 3, Line 1). 

In regards to claim 39, Hollander and Lanier teach a method further comprising 
the steps of: monitoring all user actions with the host application; creating a session 
monitor data set over a time period interval, wherein the session monitor data set is 
created by accumulating the monitored user actions into a monitoring database; 
compiling the accumulated session monitor data set; and analyzing the accumulated 
session monitor data set "help system 300 of the preferred embodiment comprises a 
monitoring device 320 for collecting data generated in response to user-directed events 
and system states 310, a knowledge base 330 for storing data 33! along with a help 
information database 335 used to determine the best help to give, an inference engine 
340 for interpreting data 331 and help information database 335 in knowledge base 
330, and a display engine 350 for presenting appropriate help information 360 on 
display device 105. Data 331 comprises an historical queue 332 and a state data 333, 
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while help information database 335 comprises a plurality of rules 334 and text 336. "( 
Lanier , Column 3, Line 1). 

In regards to claim 42 Hollander and Lanier teach a method wherein the 
analyzing step further comprises the step of evaluating user inputs in real-time "help 
system 300 of the preferred embodiment comprises a monitoring device 320 for 
collecting data generated in response to user-directed events and system states 310, a 
knowledge base 330 for storing data 33! along with a help information database 335 
used to determine the best help to give, an inference engine 340 for interpreting data 
331 and help information database 335 in knowledge base 330, and a display engine 
350 for presenting appropriate help information 360 on display device 105. Data 331 
comprises an historical queue 332 and a state data 333, while help information 
database 335 comprises a plurality of rules 334 and text 336. "(Lanier , Column 3, Line 
1)- 

In regards to claim 43, Hollander and Lanier teach a method comprising of 
separating actions involving tool bars and controls executing a single action function; 
and removing these actions from the session structure ("An application should assert 
any historical information related to its unique state configuration. Application data are 
removed from the current state data 333 by the application once those data are no 
longer true by calling a "Retract* 1 function. "(Lanier , Column 6, Line 60). 

In regards to claim 44, Hollander and Lanier teach a method wherein the 
GuiFramework models navigational states of the host application (i.e. "When the client 
is screen-based, the display processor 64 uses the screen identifier to retrieve a 
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screen from a screen database. The display processor may obtain the screen 
definition directly from a screen database 28C or it may cooperate with the screen 
processor 60 to obtain the screen definition from the screen database 28A. After the 
display processor 64 retrieves the screen definition, the display processor 64 
processes the definition and sends it to the client 24 as discussed above." (Hollander, 
Column 6, Line 15). 



Claims 40 and 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hollander (US 6697088) in view of Lanier et al. (US RE37,431 ) in further view of 
Kouznetsov (US 6725377). 

In regards to claim 40, Hollander and Lanier teach all the limitations of claim 39. 
They do not teach a method wherein the time period interval is settable by the user. 
Kouznetsov teaches, "The monitoring schedule allows the user to set the time period 
for each day of a week that CyberCop Network will monitor" (Column 3, Line 15). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Hollander and Lanier with the teachings of Kouznetsov and include a method to 
let the user set a time interval with the motivation to provide a user with more control 
over the information gathered. 

In regards to claim 41, Hollander, Lanier and Kouznetsov teach a method 
wherein the compiling step and the analyzing step occur at one of a scheduled time 
and by an invocation of the user (The monitoring schedule allows the user to set the 
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time period for each day of a week that CyberCop Network will monitor" (Kouznetsov, 
Column 3, Line 15). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 45-51 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
The prior art does not teach polling the user inputs to detect user activation of an 
interface device; creating, upon detection of the user's activation, an action structure 
that includes status tags to mark structures; accumulating the action structure in a 
database; searching the accumulated action structures to detect sequences capable of 
being processed into an interactive custom accelerated procedure (ICAP); and 
generating the ICAP to automate the detected sequences in combination with all of the 
other claim limitations. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 36-53 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US005485544A Nonaka et al. 

US006871348B1 Cooper 



Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
■ extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Boris Pesin whose telephone number is (571) 272-4070. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday except every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

KRISTOE KINCAID 

Bp SUPERVISE T ^".lEER 

TE&titlu^utfY uu^xn 2100 



